It is shown that libertarian anarchism (i.e., consistent liberalism) is unavoidably true.
Schemata of Property-Allocation Rights
Homesteading is the only logical answer to who has the better claim on a previously unused resource. It answers that the first user does, since the first user is the one who took it from a de facto state of non-ownership to a de facto state of ownership (i.e., in the sense of physical use by a sapient being). All the homesteading principle does is state that how property is in actual reality brought into de facto ownership is also rightful.
All other allocations of rights to ownership are illogical because they violate how resources are actually brought into use. That is, they violate the very nature of mankind's relation to physical reality.
For example, let us consider a socialist allocation of rights. In this case, everyone has an equal rightful share of all property brought into de facto ownership (including the property of everyone's person). But then, nothing could have been rightfully brought into use in the first place, as that would require permission to do so from every other person. Even if we set a majority voting rule, no such voting can rightfully take place as it requires standing room and the usage of people's bodies, yet where did rightful permission come to use them? Based upon such an allocation of property rights, it could have never come about.
The other option is a monarchic (or oligarchic) allocation of property rights. In this case, one person (or particular group of people) rightfully own all de facto property (including the property in every person's body). Yet how did such ruler(s) come to have this right which no one else has? If one says via might making right, via voting, via greater intelligence, or via anything else, then one is presupposing a prior, more fundamental allocation of property rights (since in order to exist, people necessarily would have been making use of property before this ruling class obtained this position, and if such use wasn't rightful then mankind's very existence isn't rightful).
The above are all the logically available options for allocation of rightful ownership. Any other conceivable schemata will simply be mixtures of two or more of the above three, and hence necessarily suffer from the same logical problems of one or both of the latter two.
Furthermore, regarding rightful self-ownership and the homesteading principle: 1.) One cannot deny the principle of rightful self-ownership without committing a performative contradiction. For one must, at the very least, presuppose one's own rightful self-ownership in order to be able to argue against the principle. As it may well be asked: How can one give such an argument if one does not even believe oneself to be the sole rightful owner of one's very own body (and vocal chords)? Thus, it is for this reason that the principle of rightful self-ownership rises to the level of an inescapable axiom: i.e., that which cannot be denied without necessitating its use in the denial. Thus also, it could never be argued that argument is impossible without thereby committing a performative contradiction. As well, this logically means that the principle of rightful self-ownership is only valid as a per se universal human principle. For A cannot coherently argue that only he is a proper natural self-owner whereas others are not. For then B could "steal" A's argument and use it against him-i.e., if it is valid for A then it must be valid for B as well. For as Abraham Lincoln pointed out (if only it had been that Lincoln himself had bothered to follow the logic of his below argument!): 1 If A can prove, however conclusively, that he may of right enslave B, why may not B snatch the same argument and prove equally that he may enslave A? You say A is white and B is black. It is color, then; the lighter having the right to enslave the darker? Take care. By this rule you are to be slave to the first man you meet with a fairer skin than your own. You do not mean color exactly? You mean the whites are intellectually the superiors of the blacks, and therefore have the right to enslave them? Take care again. By this rule you are to be slave to the first man you meet with an intellect superior to your own. But, say you, it is a question of interest, and if you make it your interest you have the right to enslave another. Very well. And if he can make it his interest he has the right to enslave you. In addition we would not then have a universal ethic for mankind as such, but instead an arbitrary ethic-i.e., we would have to posit an unnecessary and arbitrary additional ethical rationale as to why rightful self-ownership is not universalizable, and would thus be violating Ockham's Razor.
It is for this reason and others that the libertarian concept of self-ownership is apodictically true. Nor, it should be mentioned in passing, does it derive an "ought" from an "is"-rather, it derives an "ought" from an "ought": an "ought" everyone must necessarily presuppose in order to even begin to deny it.
2.) This same logical principle also applies to external property (i.e., external from one's body). Since all virgin land had to be at some point homesteaded by a first user, one cannot coherently argue against the properness of this principle for then the human race could not even exist (and hence the arguer could not even exist). Thus, to argue against the homesteading principle would be to necessarily argue against one's own existence, but the very act of arguing presupposes one's own right to argue and hence right to exist (as one cannot argue without existing). Thus, one arguing against the homesteading principle would be committing a performative contradiction.
It is for this reason and others that the libertarian concept of rightful ownership of homesteaded resources is also apodictically true. Nor, it should also be mentioned in passing, does it derive an "ought" from an "is"-rather, it derives an "ought" from an "ought": an "ought" everyone must necessarily presuppose in order to even begin to deny it. * **
The right of a nonaggressor to control the property of their own person and to control external property obtained via homesteading implies the libertarian Nonaggression Principle: that no person or group of people may initiate the use of force against another or their justly-acquired property, or threaten to initiate the use of force against another or their justly-acquired property.
Ultimately all just property titles can (1) be traced back by way of voluntary transactions to the homesteading of unused resources (which would thus be consistent with being able to do what one wishes with one's own, including being able to transfer title to property); or (2) in the case in which such resources were expropriated from (or abandoned by) a just owner and the just owner or his heir(s) can no longer be identified or are deceased, where the first nonaggressor possesses the resource (which can then be considered another form of homesteading). * ** For more on the above, see the following: 
The Impossibility of a Nonaggressing Government
It is demonstrably provable that governments cannot exist without initiating force: for a government inherently can only exist by initiating force-a government ceases to exist when it ceases initiating force. Those who support the prohibition on initiation of force, such as libertarians and Objectivists, and yet who also advocate government, put themselves in a position which is self-contradicting and impossible to solve. As a government (i.e., a state), by definition, must involve one or both of the following (historically speaking, almost always both):
1. A coercive tax levy.
2. A generally successful coercive regional monopoly over ultimate control of the law (i.e., on the courts and police, etc.). This is a feature of all governments.
Both of which initiate force. And if it does not involve either of those, then quite simply, it is not a government. Thus, those who hold the nonaggression principle (i.e., Objectivists and libertarians) and yet who also advocate government (even "minimal" government) find themselves in an insoluble contradiction.
As far as No. 1, this can be gotten around by simply maintaining that enough people would just give their money to the government-unlikely as the possibility of that is.
But No. 2 is insoluble. For example, if a business were to arrange their own defense and court services without initiating force, and the government were to use force to stop them, then, by definition, the government would be initiating force. Q.E.D. If the government does not stop them, then it would cease being a government: for no longer would it have a monopoly over control of the law-but instead, it would just be another private protection agency. There is no way around this: either the government initiates force against the business, thereby maintaining its monopoly over control of the law, and hence its status as government-or the government refrains from initiating force against the business, thereby losing its monopoly over control of the law, and hence losing its status as government, to become instead just another private protection agency.
The above argument shows that there can be no such thing as a government which does not initiate force. And thus also, nonaggression unavoidably results in anarchy. 
The Anarchism of Jesus Christ
See also my following article on the logically unavoidable anarchism of Jesus Christ's teachings. It is logically complete on this subject, in the sense of its apodixis.
• Below is the abstract to my above article:
ABSTRACT: The teachings and actions of Jesus Christ (Yeshua Ha'Mashiach) and the apostles recorded in the New Testament are analyzed in regard to their ethical and political philosophy, with analysis of context vis-à-vis the Old Testament (Tanakh, or Hebrew Bible) being given. From this analysis, it is shown that Jesus is a libertarian anarchist, i.e., a consistent voluntaryist. The implications this has for the world are profound, and the ramifications of Jesus's anarchism to Christians' attitudes toward government (the state) and its actions are explicated.
In the form of the Golden Rule (see Matthew 7:12; Luke 6:31), Christ commanded humanity to follow an even higher standard than the libertarian law code. However, the Golden Rule is (in its interpersonal form 2 ) a social ethic and not a legal ethic, and so unlike libertarianism cannot be enforced by a mortal law code. Rather, it is a standard that people are called to follow based upon their voluntary choice (as far as mortal law-enforcement mechanisms are concerned).
Appendices

A Articles Everyone Should Be Familiar With
3. (a) With every action an actor pursues a goal; and whatever the goal may be, the fact that it is pursued by an actor reveals that he places a relatively higher value on it than on any other goal of action he could conceive of at the start of his action.
(b) In order to achieve his most highly valued goal an actor must interfere or decide not to interfere (which, of course, is also an interference) at an earlier point in time to produce some later result; such interferences invariably imply the employment of some scarce means (at least those of the actor's body, its standing room and the time absorbed by the interference).
(c) These means must also have value for an actor-a value derived from that of the goal-because the actor must regard their employment as necessary in order to effectively achieve the goal; and actions can only be performed sequentially, always involving the making of a choice, i.e., taking up that one course of action which at some given point in time promises the most highly valued result to the actor and excluding at the same time the pursuit of other, less highly valued goals.
(d) As a consequence of having to choose and give preference to one goal over another-of not being able to realize all goals simultaneously-each and every action implies the incurrence of costs. For example, forsaking the value attached to the most highly valued alternative goal that cannot be realized or whose realization must be deferred because the means necessary to effect it are bound up in the production of another, even more highly valued goal.
(e) At its starting point every goal of action must be considered worth more to the actor than its cost and capable of yielding a profit, i.e., a result whose value is ranked higher than that of the foregone opportunities. And yet, every action is also invariably threatened by the possibility of a loss if an actor finds, in retrospect, that the result actually achieved-contrary to previous expectations-has a lower value than the relinquished alternative would have had.
All of these categories-values, ends, means, choice, preference, cost, profit and loss, as well as time and causality-are implied in the axiom of action. The attempt to disprove the action-axiom would itself be an action aimed at a goal, requiring means, excluding other courses of action, incurring costs, subjecting the actor to the possibility of achieving or not achieving the desired goal and so leading to a profit or a loss. Thus, it is manifestly impossible to ever falsify the validity of Prof. Mises's axiom of action. As a matter of fact, a situation in which these categories of action would cease to have a real existence could itself never be observed, for making an observation, too, is an action.
It is impossible to coherently deny that one can argue, as the very denial would itself be an argument. In fact, one could not even silently say to oneself "I cannot argue" without thereby contradicting oneself. One cannot coherently argue that one cannot argue. Nor can one coherently dispute knowing what it means to make a truth or validity claim without implicitly claiming the negation of this proposition to be true (see axiom No. 2). * ** For more on the above, see the following works:
